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Appl. No. 10/660,489 

Amendment dated November 15, 2005 

Reply to Office Action of August 1 5, 2005 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSE 

In view of the comments below, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner 

reconsider the present application including rejected claims, as amended, and withdraw the claim 

objections and rejections. 

Claim Objections 

The Examiner has objected to claim 15 because of an informality. In particular, the claim 
as written depends on claim 3, when it should depend on claim 1 3. 

By this response, Applicant has amended claim IS such that it depends from claim 13. 
This amendment is being made solely to correct a clerical error, and therefore should not limit 
the scope of claim 15 under the doctrine of equivalents. 

Based on this amendment, Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw 
the objection to claim 15. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
The Examiner noted that claims 4-6, 10-12, and 1 6-18 are allowable. Applicant 
respectfully acknowledges the allowability of these claims. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC §102 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-3, 7-9, and 13-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
allegedly anticipated by United States Patent Application No. 6,597,683 to Gohring et al. 
("Gehring"). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Initially, Applicant traverses this rejection as being improperly made under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b). 35 U,S.C, § 102 states, in relevant part that: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless — 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a 
foreign country ox in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year 
prior to the date of the application for patent in the United States. 

Gehring was issued an July 22, 2003. The current application was filed on October 8, 
2003, less than three months later. Thus, Gehring was not patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one 
year prior to the date of the application for patent in the United States of the current case, as 
required for a valid rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). Applicants therefore request that the 
Examiner withdraw this ground of rejection based on 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

Furthermore, claims 1, 7, and 13 each recite "receiving a channel time allocation 
assignment at the source device, the channel time allocation assignment indicating: an assigned 
channel time allocation, a source address indicating that the source device is assigned to transmit 
during the assigned channel time allocation, and a destination address Indicating that a 
destination device is assigned to listen during the assigned channel time allocation." As this 
shows, each of the recited channel time allocations (CTAs) in these claims is assigned to both a 
source device and a destination device. This allows for the possibility that devices who are not 
assigned to a given CTA can power down in some circumstances. (See, e.g., Applicant's 
specification, paragraph 0126.) 

The Examiner has asserted that this feature is shown in some combination of FIGs. 3, 4, 
and 6. In particular, he appears to assert that the ID block 80 in FIG. 6 shows both the recited 
source address and recited destination address. However, a careful examination of these and 
other portions of Gehring will show that this is not the case, 
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As disclosed in Gehring, the ID block 80 accommodates the slave device identification 
number which uniquely identifies the slave device in the network which corresponds to the CMD 
. 82 block. For example! when a slave device 36n responds to a POLL command from the master 
device 34, the slave 36n identifies its unique identification number in the ID block 80. (See, e.g., 
Gehring, column 12, lines 40-46, and FIG. 6.) Thus, the ID block 80 identifies a single slave 36n, 
It cannot be considered to identify both a source device and a destination device at the same time. 

A careful examination of Gehring will show clearly that the TDM A structure it discloses 
assigns data slots to requesting devices individually, not pairs of transmitting and receiving 
devices. An example of this can be seen in the description of the command section 46 of FIG. 4. 
This description notes that generally each of the data slots 48a through 48n provides data 
transmission time for a corresponding slave device 36a through 36n of the network 32. It also 
notes that in an alternative arrangement, the master device 34 dynamically assigns one or more of 
the data slots 64a through 64n to a requesting device. (See, e.g., Gehring, column 9, lines 35-40, 
and FIG. 4.) This shows that the assignment of data slots is to individual devices, not to a source 
device and destination device pair. 

The Examiner further appears to assert that the disclosure in column 2, lines 8-17, of 
Gehring relating to a CSMA approach contributes to a teaching that the ID block 80 indicate a 
destination device assigned to listen during an assigned CTA. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 
First, as noted above, the ID block identifies a single slave 36n, not a pair of slaves 36n, so it 
cannot disclose both source and destination. Second, the disclosure cited by the Examiner does 
not disclose that the ID block 80, or any other portion in a channel time allocation assignment 
indicate a destination device assigned to listen during an assigned CTA. 
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The portion of Gehring cited by the Examiner relates to a CSMA protocol, which 

protocol Gehring specifically notes is deficient and in response to which the disclosed TDMA 

protocol is provided. (See e.g., Gehring, column 2, lines 26-37) These two approaches (CSMA 

and TDMA) would not be used together. In particular, a channel time allocation is a TDMA 

construct and is incompatible with a CSMA protocol, which allows devices to transmit without 

being assigned a time-divided portion of the channel. It would therefore be improper to pick 

elements from these disparate and incompatible teachings to combine into a single modified 

protocol. 

Applicant observes that Gehring does indicate that when a requesting device requests to 
talk to a target device, a master will verify that a target device is available to communicate with 
the requesting device. Applicant also observes thai Gehring notes the master will authorize a data 
link between the requesting device and the target device. But this is not the same as assigning a 
source and destination device to each CTA, as recited in claims 1, 7, and 1 3. 

As shown in Gehring, the disclosed TDMA protocol periodically issues a 'TOLL" 
message in the command section directed at a registered slave device, and in response to this 
POLL command the slave device issues a reply to its current state. This method ensures that a 
master state table contains the most current information about the state of all slave devices, 
thereby avoiding transmissions to devices that are unavailable when requests are made by a 
source device to a master device. (See, e.g.* Gehring, column 5, lines 15-23.) But this operation 
actually supports that the disclosed protocol does not assign a destination device. 

If Gehring assigned source-device pairs to a given time slot, it would not need to maintain 
a master state table to avoid transmissions to devices that are unavailable when a request is made. 
But since it only assigns a requesting device, absent some further care, the danger exists that the 
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requester will be trying to transmit to a target that is unavailable. This is why Gehring 
periodically polls the devices to determine their status - in part because it does not assign target 
devices to a time slot. 

In addition, claims 1, 7, and 13 further recite various determinations regarding devices 
4i not assigned as the destination device/* Since Gehring does not ever assign a destination device, 
it cannot perform any functions regarding devices that are identified as being not assigned as 
destination devices. Thus, Gehring fails to disclose any of these various elements of claims 1, 7, 
and 1 3 relating to devices not assigned as destination devices. 

Furthermore, claim 1 recites "performing a second determining step to determine whether 
any time remains in the assigned channel time allocation after the step of sending primary data," 
and '"performing a third determining step to determine whether the source device has secondary 
data to send to a secondary device not assigned as the destination device if the second 
determining step determines that time remains in the assigned channel time allocation." 
Similarly, claim 13 recites performing a second determining step to determine whether any time 
remains in the assigned channel time allocation after the step of sending primary data," and 
performing a fourth determining step to determine whether the source device has secondary data 
to send to a secondary device if the third determining step determines that at least one of the non- 
destination devices will be listening during the assigned channel time allocation, the secondary 
device being one of the non-destination devices that will be listening during the assigned channel 
time allocation." Nothing in Gehring discloses or suggests these features. 

The Examiner asserts that these features are disclosed by element 52 in FIG. 5 of 
Gehring. However a careful examination FIG. 5 and the related disclosure will show that this is 
not the case. FIG. 5 of Gehring discloses a state diagram showing the various states of a slave 
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device. (See, e.g., Gehring, column 7, lines 24 and 25.) These states are offline, online, and 
engaged. But these simply show a current state of the slave. Nothing in this figure or the 
associated description discloses anything about determining whether any time remains in an 
assigned CTA, nor does it disclose determining whether a source device has secondary data to 
transmit to a secondary device, all as required by claims 1 and 13. Knowing the state of a device 
does not correspond to knowing whether there is time left over in a CTA or whether the device 
has data it wisheB to transmit. 

In addition, Applicant is uncertain about precisely what the Examiner means when he 
refers to #52 with respect to FIG. 5. A careful examination of Gehring does not disclose an 
element 52 in FIG. 5 or the related disclosure. 

Claims 2 and 3 depend from claim 1 and are allowable for at least the reasons given 
above for claim 1. Claims 8 and 9 depend from claim 7 and are allowable for at least the reasons 
given above for claim 7. Claims 14 and 15 depend from claim 13 and are allowable for at least 
the reasons given above for claim 1 3 . 

Therefore, based on at least the reasons given above, Applicant respectfully requests that 
the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 1-3, 7-9, and 13-15 under 35 U-S.C. § 102(b) as 
being allegedly anticipated by Gehring. 



-15- 



PAGE 15/16 * RCVD AT 11115/2005 1 1 :02:50 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/24 * DfflS:2738300 * CSID: * DURATION (mm-ss):03-56 



Nov 15 2005 11:56PM 



HP LASERJET 3330 



P 



Appl. No. 10/680,489 

Amendment dated November 15, 2005 

Reply to Office Action of August 15, 2005 



Conclusion 



Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the claims clearly and patentably 
distinguish over the cited references of record and as such are deemed allowable. Such allowance 
is hereby earnestly and respectfully solicited at an early date. If the Examiner has any 
suggestions, comments, or questions, calls are welcome at the telephone number below. 

Although it is not anticipated that any additional fees are due or payable, the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees that maybe required to Deposit Account 



Date: November 15, 2005 

Posz Law Group, PLC 

12040 South Lakes Drive, Suite 101 

Reston, VA 20191 

Phone (703) 707-9110 

Fax (703) 707-9112 

Customer No. 23400 



No. 50-1147. 



Respectfblly Submitted, 




Reg. No. 37,271 
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